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The amendment (No. 1732) was agreed
to.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. BENNETT. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, on
Thursday of last week, when Senator
KoHL and I laid down the bill, I made
the point that while there are no direct
emergency aid funds in the bill, there
are funds for many of the programs
that would aid the victims of Hurri-
cane Katrina and, frankly, programs
they badly need.

To point out some of the increases
over the fiscal year 2005 level that have
impact on Katrina that are in this bill:
$16.6 million for food defense activities
at FDA; $36.2 million for food safety ac-
tivities at USDA; nearly $250 million in
loan authorizations for rural housing,
including housing repair; $1.1 billion in
rural utility loan authorizations for
rural water and electric loans; $22 mil-
lion for the Women, Infants and Chil-
dren feeding program; and $5.6 billion
in food stamps. These are all issues
that affect the victims of Hurricane
Katrina, and every State and every cit-
izen will benefit from the programs in
this bill. So I hope we can move for-
ward with it in an expeditious fashion.

The USDA and FDA, the principal
agencies funded in this bill, are work-
ing under very difficult conditions to
address the needs in the hurricane-af-
fected areas. FDA has had to transfer
50 employees from their regional office
in New Orleans to Nashville, and USDA
has had to relocate several hundred
employees to keep its programs going.

So I hope we can do our best to effec-
tively and quickly get this bill moving.
I urge those who have amendments to
the bill to come to the floor and help
us with this bill.

We have one amendment which I un-
derstand has been cleared, and the Sen-
ator from Colorado has that amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1737, AS MODIFIED

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I send
to the desk amendment No. 1737, as
modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD]
proposes an amendment numbered 1737, as
modified.
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Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 93, line 9, before the period at the
end insert the following:‘‘: Provided further,
That the Secretary, through the Agricul-
tural Research Service, or successor, may
lease approximately 40 acres of land at the
Central Plains Experiment Station, Nunn,
Colorado, to the Board of Governors of the
Colorado State University System, for its
Shortgrass Steppe Biological Field Station,
on such terms and conditions as the Sec-
retary deems in the public interest: Provided
further, That the Secretary understands that
it is the intent of the University to construct
research and educational buildings on the
subject acreage and to conduct agricultural
research and educational activities in these
buildings: Provided further, That as consider-
ation for a lease, the Secretary may accept
the benefits of mutual cooperative research
to be conducted by the Colorado State Uni-
versity and the Government at the
Shortgrass Steppe Biological Field Station:
Provided further, That the term of any lease
shall be for no more than 20 years, but a
lease may be renewed at the option of the
Secretary on such terms and conditions as
the Secretary deems in the public interest’.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, very
briefly, what this amendment does is it
just allows Colorado State University
to lease land from the Agricultural Re-
search Service. It is not a controversial
provision.

I ask unanimous consent it be adopt-
ed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

Is there objection to the unanimous
consent request?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 1737), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. BENNETT. I move to reconsider
the vote with respect to the Allard
amendment.

Mr. ALLARD. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

———
RECESS

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I know
of no other amendments available to
us. Unless someone wishes to speak in
morning business between now and the
time we routinely break for the policy
lunches, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate stand in recess until 2:15
p.m.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 12:10 p.m., recessed until 2:15 p.m.
and reassembled when called to order
by the Presiding Officer (Mr. SUNUNU).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Democratic
leader is recognized.

———

NOMINATION OF JOHN ROBERTS
TO BE CHIEF JUSTICE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, one of the
Senate’s most important constitu-
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tional responsibilities is to provide ad-
vice and consent with respect to a
President’s nominations. The task is
especially important when the nomina-
tion is an individual to be Chief Justice
of the United States. No one doubts
John Roberts is an excellent lawyer
and a very affable person. But at the
end of this process, frankly, I have too
many unanswered questions about the
nominee to justify a vote confirming
him to this enormously important life-
time position.

The stakes for the American people
could not be higher. The retirement of
Justice O’Connor and the death of
Chief Justice Rehnquist have left the
Supreme Court in a period of transi-
tion. On key issues affecting the rights
and freedoms of Americans, the Court
is closely divided. If confirmed, Judge
Roberts, who is only 50 years old, will
likely serve as Chief Justice and leader
of the third branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment for many decades.

The legal authority we will hand to
Judge Roberts by this confirmation
vote is awesome. We should only vote
to confirm this nominee if we are abso-
lutely positive that he is the right per-
son to hold that authority. For me,
this is a very close question, but I must
resolve my doubts in favor of the
American people whose rights would be
in jeopardy if John Roberts turns out
to be the wrong person for this job.

Some say the President is entitled to
deference from the Senate in nomi-
nating individuals to high office. I
agree that deference is appropriate in
the case of executive branch nominees
such as Cabinet officers. With some im-
portant exceptions, the President may
generally choose his own advisers. In
contrast, the President is not entitled
to much deference in staffing the third
branch of Government, the judiciary.
The Constitution envisions that the
President and the Senate will work to-
gether to appoint and confirm Federal
judges. This is a shared constitutional
duty. The Senate’s role in screening ju-
dicial candidates is especially impor-
tant in the case of Supreme Court
nominees because the Supreme Court
has assumed such a large role in resolv-
ing fundamental disputes in our civic
life. Any nominee for the Supreme
Court bears the burden of persuading
the Senate and the American people
that he or she deserves a confirmation
to a lifetime seat on that Court.

First, I start by observing that John
Roberts has been a thoughtful, main-
stream judge on the DC Circuit Court
of Appeals, but he has only been a
member of that court for 2 years and
has not confronted many cutting-edge
constitutional issues, if any. As a re-
sult, we cannot rely on his current ju-
dicial service to determine what kind
of a Supreme Court Justice he would
be.

I was very impressed with Judge Rob-
erts when I first met him in my office
soon after he was nominated, but sev-
eral factors caused me to reassess my
initial view. Most notably, I was dis-
turbed by the memos that surfaced
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